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INTRODUCTION 
This study empirically investigated the rea­
sons for the past, present and future suc­
cesses of NASCAR (Bonham, 1999). It in­
volved identifying and understanding the 
structural elements and relationships within 
NASCAR utilizing a forecasting methodol­
ogy. The key is identifying the appropriate 
methodology and incorporating the impor­
tant elements of the present NASCAR struc­
ture and historical data to allow an under­
standing of the evolution of the sport and 
assess its future. Forecasting as an overall 
technique is designed to speculate on the 
predictability and probability of the future. 
Based on an analysis of the various forecast­
ing techniques, the Delphi technique was 
used. This technique allowed the integration 
of expert opinion and intuition and was the 
most appropriate method to examine the rea­
sons for the success of NASCAR (Chou, 
2002 & Dean et al, 2007). 
THE DELPHI TECHNIQUE 
The Delphi technique as an intuitive metho­
dology was developed in 1953 by two em­
ployees (Dalkey & Helmer) of the Rand 
Corporation. (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963). The 
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original use of the technique was to elicit 
information from experts in order to estab­
lish an atomic defense strategy (Helmer, 
1975). The technique has been used in a 
variety of fields including education, busi­
ness, public administration, evaluation of 
programs, and development/identification of 
educational innovations (Rieger, 1986). 
The major purpose of the Delphi process is 
to obtain consensus from a panel of experts 
in a specific field. These experts must re­
spond to the question(s) being studied. The 
panelists are asked, in a series of question­
naires presented in rounds, to anonymously 
provide their own opinion (Dalkey & Hel­
mer, 1963). Anonymity allows the expert to 
respond without group pressure or domina­
tion of an individual within the group. 
"Delphi replaces direct confrontation and 
debate by a carefully planned, orderly pro­
gram of sequential individual interrogations" 
(Brown, 1968, p. 3). The technique asks for 
each expert to provide a rationale for his/her 
opinion. Review by the other experts in an 
anonymous fashion is also a possibility and 
must be agreed upon. Utilization of the 
Delphi process allows investigators "to 
make the best use of a group of experts in 
obtaining answers to questions requiring re­
liance, at least in part, on the informed intui-
tive opinions of specialists in the area of in­
quiry." (Helmer, 1983, p. 134) 
A review of the literature on the Delphi 
technique reveals that there are strengths as 
well as weaknesses in the application. But, 
Dalkey & Helmer (1963, p. 1) say that it is 
the most reliable in securing a "consensus of 
opinion of a group of experts." The advan­
tages in using the Delphi technique center 
around practical application of the technique 
(Hassan et. al, 2000). The advantages in­
clude the ease of explanation concerning the 
methods to persons involved in the process. 
A high quality of information can be gener­
ated based on the anonymity factor and the 
multiple opportunities to revise the initial 
input. In addition, anonymity reduces the 
pressure to conform to other experts. A 
third advantage is that there may be issues 
that will not reach consensus and ·these is­
sues can be identified and addressed. A 
fourth advantage identified is that every pa­
nelist has an equal chance to provide new 
information or respond to comments made 
by other panelists. A final and very impor­
tant advantage is that experts from across a 
wide area can participate in the process 
without having to leave their home base. 
This advantage is very important to re­
searchers. (Fisher, 1978 & Somers et al., 
1984) 
Discovering the "truth" through census of 
opinion is the theoretical basis for using a 
Delphi process. Many researchers have 
viewed the Delphi process as a superior me­
thodological approach when comparing it to 
a random sample survey of experts utilizing 
an interview format, (Brown, 1968; Dalkey 
& Helmer, 1963; Hartman, 1981; Polit & 
Hungler, 1978; Somers et al., 1984; & 
Treece & Treece, 1977; & Weaver, 1988). 
In general, the Delphi technique provides 
the investigator with the benefits of a group 
format while avoiding the problems often 
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associated with face-to-face interactions 
such as acceptance of the ideas of the most 
vocal or prestigious group members, loss of 
anonymity, and lack of controlled feedback 
(Daud et al, 2010). The advantages of using 
a Delphi process as stated by Somers et al. 
(1984) include the following: (a) production 
of high quality ideas, (b) ease of obtaining 
the opinions of geographically isolated ex­
perts, ( c) group forecasts are more reliable 
than those of an individual, and ( d) promo­
tion of a feeling of accomplishment and clo­
sure. 
The Delphi technique has been used a great 
deal in the area of education. (Rieger 1986) 
A variety of educational areas have bene­
fited from the use of the Delphi technique. 
(Alley, 1985; Helmer, 1975; Ludwig & 
Starr, 2005; & Weaver, 1988) One study in 
particular was undertaken by the Institute of 
Government and Public Affairs at the Uni­
versity of California at Los Angeles. This 
study was titled, "Innovation in Education" 
and was completed in 1966 using the Delphi 
technique. In this study, the rationale for 
using the Delphi technique was to provide 
information to those responsible for making 
educational policy (Brown, 1968). Helmer 
conducted a study using a panel of educa­
tional experts to establish preferred goals for 
federal funding. Daud, et al. (2010) used the 
Delphi technique to explore competencies. 
There has been criticism of the Delphi tech­
nique from various persons including Sack­
man (1975), a member of the Rand Corpora­
tion (Hartman, 1981; Rieger, 1986; & 
Weaver, 1988). Four areas are identified 
most often as weaknesses of the technique. 
First, the process can be time-consuming 
and costly with the need to contact experts 
and elicit responses (Treece & Treece, 
1977). Second, long questionnaires often 
cause fatigue among the experts (Brown, 
2007). Third, the results may not reflect re-
ality if care is not taken in the selection of 
the panelists and if they drop out of the 
study (Hartmen, 1981 & Weaver, 1988). 
Fourth, Sackman was concerned about the 
careless implementation of the Delphi 
process (Rieger, 1986); however, Reiger's 
(1986) and Sack.man's (1975) criticisms 
have not revealed flaws in the technique but 
rather the need to take caution in its applica­
tion. 
SAMPLING PROCEDURES 
The Delphi technique requires the participa­
tion of individuals who have been identified 
as "experts" in their field of endeavor. The 
predictions and judgments which result from 
use of the Delphi method are based upon 
"expert opinion." As in an earlier study by 
Lindquist (1973), there is a problem with the 
definition of the qualities of the individuals 
who possess "expert" knowledge because of 
the need for a constitutive definition trans­
latable in an operational manner. This re­
search will utilize the following definition of 
expert opinion. Expert opinion is a belief or 
judgment that rests upon grounds insuffi­
cient to produce certainty, but which has 
been used by a person or persons possessed 
of extraordinary skill or knowledge in a par­
ticular field. (Lindquist, 1973) It is theo­
rized that the opinion of experts in a particu­
lar field will offer deeper insight than the 
opinion of the general public into the topic 
under consideration. Coates (1997) believes 
that it is important to recognize that experts 
do exist and that, if one accepts the premise 
that one of the purposes of science ( that is 
knowledge) is to improve predictive ability 
(through appropriate models and an under­
standing of cause and effect relationships), 
one could define an expert as someone who 
could, on the average, make better predic­
tions than anyone else. 
39 
SAMPLE SELECTION 
In order to conduct a study using the Delphi 
approach, it was necessary to identify a pan­
el of experts (Dempsey & Dempsey, 1986). 
The experts for this investigation were iden­
tified through use of the reputational me­
thod. (Williams et al., 2004) The reputa­
tional method for locating elite with attri­
buted influence has been used in many stu­
dies. According to Harman and Press 
(1975), "when a variety of professionals in a 
field are polled about whom they regard as 
an expert, and the same individuals keep be­
ing mentioned, those individuals must be 
considered experts" (p. 5). 
PANEL 
The groups of experts identified for this 
study were historians, archivists, academi­
cians, and authors of NASCAR literature 
(McCulloch & McMowan, 2007). They 
were individuals who had been identified as 
having expertise in topics related to 
NASCAR management with an interest in 
its future. 
A leadership identification technique (Repu­
tational Method) was used to identify the 
experts (Akins et. al., 2005 & Salaba, 2009). 
This technique involved known experts 
identifying other experts. The initial experts 
were identified through a literature search 
and personal contact with historians, acade­
micians, archivists, and authors. These ex­
perts were asked to identify others who they 
felt qualified as experts on NASCAR. This 
qualification was through published articles 
and/or books or personal involvement in the 
sport. When no new experts were identified 
and each expert had been identified two 
times, the leadership identification was 
ceased. There is no claim intended that the 
respondents to the invitation to be a part of 
the study represent all of the "experts" in 
NASCAR. Using this technique, a diversity 
of experts including historians, academics, 
archivists, and authors with not only a 
knowledge of the sport but a history with the 
sport, were identified. The number of pro­
fessionals who met the criteria for "experts" 
were limited and the sample size was 30 par­
ticipants. 
DATA COLLECTION 
The Delphi protocol was used so that data 
could be collected in rounds and a consensus 
process used to determine the structure as 
well as the relationships among the structur­
al elements (Haley et al., 2007). This al­
lowed for increased validity and reliability 
based upon the consensus process. This is 
essential with the NASCAR project as one 
of the methodological problems is the dif­
ferent opinion among the groups about their 
relationships. The basic instrument was 
open-ended or semi-structured and the iden-:
tified experts were used to establish baseline 
data (Young and Jamieson, 2001). The type 
of experts involved in the data collection 
was historians, archivists, academics, and 
authors with a high degree of involvement 
in, and knowledge of the sport. These indi­
viduals were also used to confirm the results 
and give feedback to validate the developed 
framework. The model and suggestions for 
use of Delphi from Barnette et al. (1978, 
Hallowell & Gambatese, 2010, & Rieger 
(1986) was utilized within this study. In­
formation about the three rounds used is 
presented below. 
Round One 
In order to ascertain the nature of each pa­
nelist's expertise (Rieger, 1986), each panel­
ist was asked to complete a demographic 
questionnaire (Appendix 1). All but one pa-
40 
nelist contacted agreed to participate in the 
study. The average experience was 26 years 
in a leadership position within the field. 
Items on the questionnaire were: age, gend­
er, educational background, experience, po­
sition, research, and articles/books pub­
lished. This information was used later in 
the study to develop a profile of the panel­
ists. In the first round, each of the experts 
was asked to review key issues that had been 
identified from literature as having an im­
pact on the success of NASCAR (Daud et 
al., 2010 & Yin & Salaba, 2009) (Themed 
Content Analysis). They were asked to as­
certain whether or not the issues presented 
were important, on a yes/no basis, to the 
success of NASCAR. They were allowed to 
add issues as they felt necessary. (Appendix 
2) When the panelists responded to these
issues, the researchers interpreted the an­
swers and developed a second list of state­
ments based on perceived importance of the
experts. The compilation of the experts'
perceptions was structured so each separate
statement contained one specific issue. The
result of round one was a list of issue state­
ments that in some way impact the success
of NASCAR (Brown, 2007).
Round Two 
To begin this round, the panelists were given 
the list of issue statements that were com­
piled from the first round. The panelists 
were asked to respond to each issue state­
ment in terms of whether the statement was 
truly a key issue in the success of NASCAR. 
The response was recorded on a Likert-type 
scale using a range of five points from "Not 
Critical" to "Critical." The panelists had the 
option of responding that they were "unde­
cided;" but needed to provide their reason 
for that response (Appendix 3). 
As a means of ensuring that all possible top­
ics had been covered, the panelists were 
asked to consider the responses from round 
one in the context of the following topical 
headings: NASCAR, drivers, team owners, 
media, merchandisers, fans, and sponsors. 
These headings were identified in previous 
research (Morais & Groves, 1997). 
At the conclusion of round two, the percen­
tage of responses in the five intervals of the 
Likert scale were calculated for each state­
ment. If there was 100% agreement or disa­
greement on any statement, it was removed 
from further consideration in round three. If
the 100% consensus of an issue statement 
was in the 4/5 Critical intervals the state­
ment was considered a key issue and placed 
in the final list of key issues. If the 100% 
consensus of an issue statement was in the 
1/2 Not Critical internals, (Appendix 4) it 
was not accepted as an issue statement 
(Brown, 2007). 
Round Three 
At the beginning of round three, (Appendix 
5) (Task 1) each panelist was given: (a) the
percentage of all panelists' responses for
each statement, (b) the individual's personal
response to each statement, ( c) new state­
ments (if generated in round two), and ( d)
comments made by the panelists. The major
feature of this round was to have the panel­
ists reconsider their initial responses in light
of the percentages of responses and com­
ments made by the other panelists. If the
panelist's response remained outside of the
norm (When there was 70% of the responses
within two adjacent intervals on the scale,
excluding the undecided interval), he/she
was asked to provide a rational for holding
to a minority opinion (Rieger, 1986). If over
50% of responses were concentrated on a
combination of undecided/agree or unde­
cided/disagree, each panelist was asked to
provide comments about his/her opinion.
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In addition, an evaluation form was given to 
each panelist to provide an opportunity to 
identify issue statements that needed to be 
reworded or to suggest additional statements 
that were not included in the third-round list. 
(Appendix 5) (Task 3) This validation of 
the instrument was used or suggested by 
Reiger (1986). Results from the evaluations 
were analyzed; if rewording or additional 
statements were determined to be warranted, 
changes were made in the instrument used 
later in the round. When the responses from 
round three were received, the percentage of 
responses in each interval of the issue state­
ments was once again calculated. In addi­
tion, the responses were analyzed for stabili­
ty. Stability was declared when the majority 
of the responses had changed between two 
adjacent rounds Two and Three, or Task 1 
and Task 3. A panelist could change his/her 
response within the 4/5 Critical intervals or 
the 1/2 Not Critical intervals without it be­
ing considered unstable. However, any 
movement into, or out of, the undecided in­
terval caused the response to be declared 
unstable along with any movement from the 
affirming intervals to the non-affirming in­
tervals ( or the opposite direction). Dajani, et 
al. (1979) hierarchy for removal of a state­
ment was utilized in this step. If the res­
ponses were determined to be unstable the 
statement was removed from the analysis. 
When stability was indicated, the next step 
was to decide whether the statement was 
identified as consensus, majority, bipolarity, 
or disagreement (Dajani et.al, 1979). Dajani 
et.al (1979), indicated that a majority (i.e., 
more than 50% ), could be used as the basis 
to terminate the review of a statement. (Ap­
pendix 5) (Task 2) However, in this study 
the majority was recognized when there was 
agreement of 75 % or more as a means of 
ensuring that only the key issues are identi­
fied. Specifically, when a statement re­
ceived unanimous agreement, consensus 
·-
was achieved; and the statement was elimi­
nated from future rounds. If stability had 
been indicated and the majority of the res­
ponses fell within two adjacent intervals on 
the scale the statement was removed from 
the instrument. Moreover, any statement 
with bipolarity (where responses were 
equally divided) was evaluated by the re­
searches to determine whether to eliminate it 
from the analysis. If the researchers decided 
that there was sufficient stability and chose 
not to rephrase the statement, it was then 
removed from future rounds and not identi­
fied as an issue statement. Finally, when 
there was disagreement, (i.e., less than 50% 
agreement), among the panelists and they 
could not be brought into agreement, the re­
searchers discerned whether the statement 
should be eliminated. Statements were re­
moved according to the Dajani et.al. (1979) 
hierarchy for removal of a statement from 
the next round as stated in the earlier part of 
round three. The identified statements from 
the earlier part of round three were pre­
sented in an Importance-Performance set-up 
to identify the current performance of 
NASCAR in regards to that issue by era 
(Bill France Sr., Bill France, and Bryan 
France). (Fildon & Hallman, 2010) (Ap­
pendix 5) (Task 2) With the conclusion of 
round three, the process was completed 
(Brown, 2007). 
ANALYSIS 
This is a descriptive study utilizing a Delphi 
technique. The data was analyzed to deter­
mine the level of consensus achieved on 
each Delphi statement and whether stability 
of responses had occurred between rounds 
(Holey et al., 2007). Those statements that 
achieve consensus were utilized to define 
and explain the reasons for the success of 
NASCAR. Statements were grouped into 
themes based on the previously mentioned 
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NASCAR categories, by examining the in­
terrelationships of the various statements by 
leadership era. Conclusions were drawn 
from the data to describe the reasons for the 
success of NASCAR (Sackman, 1975) 
RESULTS 
The results section was discussed in three 
parts: important elements that influence the 
success of NASCAR, differences in these 
leadership elements by era, and future con­
sideration based upon which of the elements 
might be important to continuing success 
(Brown, 2007). 
A Delphi methodology composed of identi­
fying elements and developing consensus 
from experts was used in the study. There 
were three rounds in this Delphi procedure. 
Rounds one and two were used to identify 
the critical elements and the importance of 
this leadership in round three were assessed 
by era or leader. The first round was to de­
velop the instrument and the second was to 
develop consensus. There were 30 experts 
in the panel. Two of the panel members dis­
continued the study after the first round. 
The reasons given for nonparticipating in the 
study were time commitment and disagree­
ment with the methodology being used in 
the study. The panel was selected using a 
leadership identification method in which 
the leaders are identified and asked to identi­
fy other key leaders. The criteria used for 
selection of leaders were involvement with 
NASCAR past and present and being in a 
key position to understand the basic opera­
tions of the racing series. There were histo­
rians, archivists, academics, and authors. 
The mean number of years involvement with 
NASCAR was eighteen. 
The original list of 25 critical elements that 
were used in the initial instrument in round 
one was obtained from a thematic content 
analysis of research articles, books, and pro­
fessional publications, and newspaper ar­
ticles (Perry & Gilbody, 2009). During 
round one these elements were used to as­
sess their salience in determining the success 
of NASCAR operations. The panel could 
add to or delete elements on the list. Results 
were based upon the two highest categories 
of important and extremely important. This 
was the critical list that was identified. Even 
though the others were not critical, they 
were shown in terms of a percentage and 
results. During round two the panel was 
asked to confirm the critical element list and 
their ranking. During round three, that panel 
was asked to assess what critical elements 
were important during three eras of 
NASCAR. The top two categories were 
used to distinguish critical elements during 
each era. Results were reported in terms of 
percentages in the critical elements ranked. 
Comparisons were then made among eras. 
If an element was in all three eras it was an 
important element. If it appeared only in 
one era, it was a conditional element. Each 
era was characterized based upon the rela­
tionships among the elements. The future 
issues were analyzed in terms of an anecdot­
al record procedure. Common themes were 
identified as it related to future conditions 
and elements that would determine the suc­
cess of NASCAR. 
IMPORTANT ELEMENTS 
There were 25 leadership elements identi­
fied from literature and previous research 
studies. These elements were selected based 
upon their frequency of appearance. The 
original list contained more elements but 
they were identified by content experts as 
the ones that held the greatest promise in 
understanding why NASCAR is successful. 
The common dimension among these 25 
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elements was some type of relationship to 
fan involvement in the sport. These dimen­
sions reflected a direct or indirect connec­
tion to the importance of spontaneous 
change based upon fan reaction (Bechtel, 
2010). 
The first round of the Delphi study was the 
listing of these 25 elements and having the 
panel determine whether they were impor­
tant in terms of a yes or no response. Mem­
bers of the panel could also comment on the 
elements as well as add additional elements 
that contribute to the success of NASCAR. 
(Appendix 2 & 3) 
The results indicated that all 25 elements 
were important and 15 elements were added 
to the list. The common thread through the 
15 elements that were added was how 
NASCAR developed the sport in terms of 
manipulation of operational factors. Of the 
25 elements, there was a range of 100% yes­
es to 45% yeses. (Appendix 4) Those ele­
ments that had a 70 percent or higher re­
sponse as important were: fans felt part of 
NASCAR family, drivers/personalities, 
France family leadership, good entertain­
ment, television coverage, good decision­
making, fan friendly, fans identify with cars, 
female audience, NASCAR an accepted 
sport, level of competition, national cham­
pionship, money involved, institution of 
NASCAR, modern speedways/fan ameni­
ties, safety, community support, and RJR 
sponsorship. The common elements in the 
highest positions were fan based and the 
elements in the lower positions were 
NASCAR operations. The elements added 
by the panel were: decline of stick and ball 
sports, consistent/close/competitive racing, 
cup title sponsorship, development of major 
souvenir trade, realignment of schedule, 
length of season/number of races, tracks all 
over the country, mainstream marketing of 
sport, family sport image, products sponsor-
ship, role of sponsors, accessibility of driv­
ers, and mainstream media acceptance. 
In round two, the 25 original elements and 
the 15 new elements were assessed in terms 
of their importance to the success of 
NASCAR. A five-point importance scale 
was used. The panel was also given the res­
ponses from round one to help them in com­
pletion of their round two tasks. The results 
were reported in terms of mean of response 
at the very important and critically important 
responses. There were three levels of re­
sponse: 75% or greater, 50 percent to 74%, 
and 49% or less. (Appendix 5) (Task 2) 
Those elements that had a 75% or greater 
response rate on the very important and cru­
cially important categories were: drivers/ 
personalities, television coverage, enter­
tainment, fans feel part of NASCAR family, 
fan friendly, decision-making, level of com­
petition, consistent/close/competitive racing, 
accessibility of driver, mainstream media 
acceptance, mainstream marketing of sport, 
and family sport image. The common ele­
ment through these dimensions again was 
fans and the building of popularity through 
the media and level of competition. 
LEADERSHIP ERAS 
In round three the statements or components 
were confirmed to develop consensus to es­
tablish content validity. They were also giv­
en the opportunity to change the wording of 
any of the statements. There were no 
changes in the components or the wording 
of the components. 
The panel was also asked to evaluate each 
component by era (Neiger et al., 2001 ). A 
five-point scale was for superior perfor­
mance to no performance. The two catego­
ries used to make decisions about the impor­
tance of the components were the superior 
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performance and the high performance cate­
gories (Table 1 ). The two elements that 
were common to all three eras were driv­
ers/personality and fan friendly. This indi­
cates the importance of the entertainment 
value and the vicariousness of the event to 
the fans. The components that were com­
mon to two of the eras were: good decision 
making, accessibility, product sponsorship, 
role of sponsors, and France family leader­
ship. This indicates the importance of the 
media to the popularization of the sport, es­
pecially as it relates to its growth (Beekman, 
2010; & Menzer, 2001). 
The elements that were common to all three 
eras are the ones that are strongest factors in 
the formation of success. The elements that 
were common to all three eras were: driv­
ers/personalities, good decision-making and 
France family leadership. This indicates the 
importance of administrative processes and 
having a vision and ways to develop this vi­
sion into reality. The elements that were 
common to two of the eras were: fans felt 
part of the NASCAR family, product spon­
sorship, and accessibility of the drivers. 
This indicates the importance of the fans and 
their involvement with the sport and the rec­
ognition of this by the sponsor. 
Each of the eras was characterized in terms 
of the elements that have the top rankings in 
terms of their means (Table 1 ). This gave an 
indication about the nature of the adminis­
tration during their time of control. The Bill 
France Sr. leadership era was characterized 
by the following elements: driv­
ers/personality, fans felt part of the 
NASCAR family, fan friendly, good deci­
sion-making, accessibility of drivers, France 
family leadership, and fans identify with 
cars. The common element among these 
factors was the fan and the leadership devel­
oping a fan friendly product (Bledsoe, 1975; 
Branham, 2010; & MacGregor & Evanitsk, 
2005). 
In the Bill France Jr. leadership era, the fol­
lowing components were important: driv­
er/personalities, fans felt part of NASCAR 
family, fan friendly, good decision-making, 
accessibility of drivers, product sponsorship, 
France family leadership, and RJR sponsor­
ship. There was a very similar pattern to 
this leadership era in the Bill France Sr. era 
(Brown, 1984). There was recognition dur­
ing this era of the importance of sponsorship 
providing the necessary money for expan­
sion of the sport (Hall, 2002 & Menzer, 
2001). 
During the Brian France era, the following 
were the top or important elements: televi­
sion coverage, mainstream media accep­
tance, mainstream marketing of sport, fami­
ly sport image, products sponsorship, roll of 
sponsor, modem speedways/fan amenities, 
tracks all over the country, national cham­
pionship, Sprint title sponsorship, and de­
velopment of major souvenir trade. This 
leadership's primary focus is on marketing 
and expansion of the sport through the me­
dia. The purpose was to increase the popu­
larity of the sport for the generation of reve-
1mes from media and sponsors. These ele­
ments were most common to the France Jr. 
and Brian France eras. The four top ele­
ments of the Bill France era were: accessi­
bility of drivers, fans that identify with the 
car, drivers/personalities, and France family 
leadership. The top three elements of the 
Bill France Jr. era were: RJR sponsorship, 
drivers/personalities, and France family lea­
dership. The seven top elements of the 
Brian France era were: television coverage, 
tracks all over the country, mainstream me­
dia acceptance, mainstream marketing sup­
port, product sponsorship, role of sponsors 
and national championship. The Bill 
France, Bill France Jr. eras were characte-
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rized by the evolution of the sport and its 
establishment through fan based endeavors. 
The Brian France era has been one of expan­
sion through marketing and media (Broker, 
2009 & Wheeler & Golenback, 2010). 
FUTURE QUESTIONS 
This last section was developed as a result of 
the open ended questions about the future of 
NASCAR as it relates to the leadership di­
mensions (Wayne, 2009). There were three 
questions: where do you see the future of 
NASCAR in terms of leadership, where do 
you see NASCAR in terms of its growth, 
and where do you see the future of 
NASCAR in terms of the fans (Clark, 2008; 
Fielder, 1993; & Horrow & Swatek, 2009). 
Comments were analyzed in terms of a the­
matic content analysis (Syed et al., 2010). 
The two general themes were fans and main­
taining connections and development of new 
approaches to widen the appeal of NASCAR 
to the general public without leaving tradi­
tional fans behind. Another general theme 
was the importance of marketing and televi­
sion to develop a new product that has an 
appeal to the general public and reaches 
these individuals in order to develop a new 
loyal fan base. Even though the key to old 
fans may be the level of competition, the 
entertainment value of the product is the fo­
cus of the future (Engel, 1974). The balance 
between the old and new fans will be one of 
the critical factors that will significantly in­
fluence the growth or decline of the sport. 
Question 1 
The two general themes were France family 
leadership and their ability to change with a 
focus on the future. The commitment of the 
family has been one of total dedication to 
the sport at any cost. The depth of the or-
ganization in terms of its talent is one of the 
primary factors that have kept the sport in an 
innovative position. The structure has been 
open especially in the development of talent 
and blending talent from the outside sources. 
These individuals have been exceptional in 
the spotting of opportunities to develop the 
sport. One of the factors has been the poli­
tics of the sport that surfaced in lawsuits in­
volving the Kentucky and Texas speedways. 
Deals have been made behind the scenes 
especially in the Texas speedway suit. This 
has opened the door for other suits when 
there is disagreement or disenchantment 
(McGuire, 2000). 
Question 2 
The leadership issue focuses upon bringing 
good decision makers into the process to 
guide the formation of policy. This has been 
the characteristic of all the eras of the France 
leadership. The leadership style is direct but 
it is open to change and suggestions based 
upon merit. There have been questions 
raised about Brian France's commitment to 
the sport and suggestions that he may leave 
the sport in favor of another sport. Underly­
ing this discussion was a theme of the old 
versus the new in terms of the change 
process. One of the elements that may 
shape the future is antitrust suits. The Texas 
suit that was settled shows the power of the 
court and mediation to challenge the leader­
ship of the France family. This suit opened 
the door for additional suits, like the Ken­
tucky, one to change policy in NASCAR 
(Schaefer, 2005; Scott, 2996a; & Scott 
1996b). 
The growth of the sport is directly related to 
new audiences and new revenues for the 
race. There is a controversy about new 
tracks and old tracks being forced out to 
make way for new audiences that are na­
tional. NASCAR is one of the fastest grow-
46 
ing sports because of the aggressive posture 
to bring change to the sport. The new ap­
proach represents entertainment where the 
old represents tradition as it relates to the 
heritage of the sport. The growth is in urban 
areas. The question being raised is how well 
the current leadership knows how to develop 
its product in an urban setting with many 
traditional sports such as baseball, football, 
and basketball (Manahan, 2004 & Pillsbury, 
1995). 
Another aspect of growth is the involvement 
of Toyota and possibly Volkswagen entering 
the list of manufacturers which sponsor the 
sport. These companies are definitely in­
volved in racing and each series they have 
become involved in has become more com­
petitive as a result, the interest of the sport 
has increased. Another aspect of these man­
ufacturers is that many people in the U.S. 
drive these cars. This opens the question of 
the international appeal of NASCAR to the 
countries of Mexico and Canada. NASCAR 
has already started to establish itself in these 
countries. The media and track ownership 
has begun to create a positive atmosphere 
for NASCAR. The other issue involved 
with this internationalization of NASCAR is 
the question of diversity, especially in trying 
to get these audiences interested in the sport 
because in the future they will have heroes 
in the racing series. 
Question 3 
One of the primary issues of concern is the 
exponential growth of NASCAR in terms of 
attendance, television viewing, etc. There is 
a consensus that this growth cannot continue 
and that it will level out; therefore, it is im­
portant to put into place elements that will 
conserve and sustain the growth that has oc­
curred. The primary controversy is from the 
fan base and the division that exists between 
the old and the new. It is important to de-
velop a product that relates to the old fans 
but provides the entertainment excitement 
that is needed to attract new fans. The old 
fan base is primarily rural and southern and 
the new fan base is urban/suburban and na­
tionwide. Minorities are also being courted 
to increase their interest in the NASCAR 
product. There are many diversity programs 
to develop minority heroes to attract minori­
ty audiences. There is also an attempt to 
develop an international fan base, especially 
in Mexico and Canada. The development of 
the infrastructure especially in Canada is 
already well underway. New fan bases will 
ensure the continued growth of the 
NASCAR product (Thompson, 2006). 
There is also a movement toward the devel­
opment of Toyota and Volkswagen into the 
sport to further diversify the car base and the 
competition. There are many Americans 
who drive these cars and would like to see 
them on the track. There is also a foreign 
contingency that drive these cars and would 
develop an interest in NASCAR because 
their cars are on the track. 
One of the elements that is a common thread 
between the old and new fan is the accessi­
bility of the driver and the fan friendliness of 
the sport (Varrus, 2007 & Watson, 2010). 
This may be less than in the past but the al­
lusion is still that the sport is fan friendly. 
The primary focus of this issue is very im­
portant to the development of the sport. 
Another crucial element is the Hall of Fame 
because it will develop a sense of tradition 
that will bond the old and new fans. 
There are many issues that have to be re­
solved in regard to fans, especially the old 
fans. This involves the tracks and the cost 
of tickets, concessions, the drive, etc. 
Another issue is the new audiences and de­
velopment of marketing strategies to relate 
to urban markets. 
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CONCLUSION 
There are three primary issues. One is the 
fan base and the aggressiveness of the media 
programs and changes to improve the prod­
uct. Two is the leadership of Brian France 
and the speed with which changes are being 
made. The third element is control and 
whether the absolute control will be able to 
be utilized the same way it has in the past. 
This issue is reflective of direct and indirect 
influences. The common theme to these 
three issues is growth of the sport and ability 
to achieve stability. NASCAR is at a cros­
sroads and the leadership is essential to en­
sure it's future. Leadership in this context is 
one of change but not the direct control that 
has been exercised in the past. It is going to 
take a leadership that is direct and will bring 
the old and the new together. 
NASCAR Affiliation: (Choose one) 
D Reporter 
D Academician 
D Author 
Appendix 1 
Demographic Information 
D Controller (Owner, Administrator, NASCAR employee) 
D Historian 
D Researcher 
D Other, please specify: 
Past NASCAR Affiliation: (Choose as many as apply) 
D Reporter 
D Academician 
D Author 
D Controller (Owner, Administrator, NASCAR employee) 
D Historian 
D Researcher 
D Other, please specify: 
Total Years of Affiliation: 
D 1-5
D 6 10 
D 11-15 
D 16-20 
Dover 20 
Education level: 
D High School 
D College degree 
D Masters degree 
D Ph.D. 
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Appendix2 
An Investigation of the Reasons for NASCAR Success - Round One Instrument 
The following variables have been identified from literature as having an impact on NASCAR. Circle 
Yes if your perception of the issue is that it is important to the success of NASCAR, circle No if it is not 
important to the success of NASCAR. Add comments as necessary. Additional issues may be added. 
Statement Important? Comments 
1. France family leadership Yes No 
2. Monopoly issues Yes No 
3. Constant change of sport Yes No 
4. Non taxpayer supported facilities Yes No 
5. Good decision making Yes No 
6. NASCAR an accepted sport Yes No 
7. NASCAR has a reactive nature Yes No 
8. Fan friendly Yes No 
9. Fans identify with cars Yes No 
10. Good entertainment Yes No 
11. Level of competition Yes No 
12. Fans feel part of "NASCAR family" Yes No
13. RJR sponsorship Yes No 
14. Direct factory support Yes No 
15. Television coverage Yes No 
16. Modern speedways, fan amenities Yes No 
17. Female audience Yes No 
18. Community support Yes No 
19. Drivers/personalities Yes No 
20. Uniform rules Yes No 
21. Safety Yes No 
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22. National championship
23. Team concept
24. Money involved
25. Institution of NASCAR
Please add your own statements: 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
Name: 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
------------------------
Date completed: --------------------
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Appendix3 
Sample Round Two Instrument 
The following variables have been identified from literature as having an impact on NASCAR. Please 
rate the variable statements according to your perception of their impact in determining the success of 
NASCAR according to the scale of 5 (critical) to 1 (not critical) . 
• 
• Statement 
1. France family leadership
2. Monopoly issues
3. Constant change of sport
4. Non taxpayer support facilities
5. Good decision making
6. NASCAR an accepted sport
7. NASCAR has a reactive nature
8. Fan friendly
9. Fans identify with cars
10. Good entertainment
11. Level of competition
12. Fans feel part of "NASCAR family"
13. RJR sponsorship
14. Direct factory support
15. Television coverage
16. Modern speedways, fan amenities
17. Female audience
18. Community support
19. Drivers/personalities
20. Uniform rules
21. Safety
22. National championship
23. Team concept
I -
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
I I - - Comments 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
3 4 5 UD 
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24. Money involved 1 2 3 4 5 UD 
25. Institution of NASCAR 1 2 3 4 5 UD 
Please add and rate your own statements: 
26. 1 2 3 4 5 
27. 1 2 3 4 5 
28. 1 2 3 4 5 
29. 1 2 3 4 5 
30. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix4 
An Investigation of the Reasons for NASCAR Success - Round Two 
The following variables are listed in order of percentile rank of importance to the success of NASCAR 
according to responses of panel members. The percentage listed represents the percentage of the panel 
that answered, "yes" that the issue is important to the success of NASCAR. For this round, assign a de-
gree of importance to each variable, from 1 (unimportant to 5 ( critically important). Following the initial 
25 variables are additional variables added by panel members. 
i:: 
i:: � � t::: a t::: 0 t::: 0 a ..... 0.. i:: 0 ..... s ....... � ai:: ....... >, t::: � � .... - & ....... 0 t::: � � >, 
0 ...= ..... ] � .Q a � � 
j 
C) ::" s "O ...... i:: ..... 0 ...... 0 0 
� 
lo. 
::J r:/) u 0. 
1. Fans feel part of "NASCAR family" (100%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
2. Drivers/Personalities (100%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
3. France family leadership (97%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
4. Good entertainment (97%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
5. Television coverage (97%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
6. Good decision making (97%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
7. Fan friendly (94%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
8. Fans identify with cars (90%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
9. Female audience (87%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
10. NASCAR an accepted sport (84%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
11. Level of competition (84%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
12. National championship (81 % ) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
13. Money involved (81%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
14. Institution of NASCAR (81 % ) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
15. Modem speedways, fan amenities (77%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
16. Safety (74%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
17. Community support (74%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
18. RJR sponsorship (71 % ) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
19. Uniform rules (68%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
20. Team concept (65%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
21. Direct factory support ( 65%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
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22. Monopoly issues (65%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
23. Constant change of sport (55%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
24. Non taxpayer support of facilities (52%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
25. NASCAR has a reactive nature (45%) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
Additional variables suggested by panel members: 
26. Decline of stick and ball sports 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
27. Consistent, close, competitive racing 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
28. Cost containment for teams 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
29. Cost containment for fans 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
30. Nextel title sponsorship 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
31. Development of major souvenir trade 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
32. Realignment of schedule 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
33. Length of season 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
34. Tracks all over the country (not just the south) 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
35. Mainstream marketing of sport 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
36. Family sport image 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
37. Product sponsorship 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
38. Role of sponsors 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
39. Accessibility of drivers 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
40. Mainstream media acceptance 1 2 3 4 5 DN 
Date completed: ---------------
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Appendix 5 Task 1 
An Examination of NASCAR Success - Round Three 
Your Name: 
There are three separate tasks included in this round. Listed below are the three tasks with instructions for each. 
Task #1 - Confirm or change your response as to level of importance the stated variable has to the success of NASCAR. 
Task #2 - Rate the performance of NASCAR in this area for each of the three leadership eras. 
Task #3 - Reword statements as you see appropriate. 
Each task is a separate instrument, please complete each task. Return information is on the last page. 
TASK #1 - Confirming/Changing Individual Responses 
Listed below are the statements from round two. They are divided into three groups according to importance rating response rates. Listed for each 
statement is the group response rate for critically and very important; your individual response (5 - critically important, 4 - very important, 3 -
moderately important, 2 - somewhat important, 1 - unimportant) 
...... ...... i::: 
i::: "' ...... "' ...... i::: .... "' 0 ...... 
0 Os ...... .... Os s i::: 0 s .£3 Os ...... ....... s i::: ....... ;;,... .... � "' ...... 0 ....... ...... "' Q) Os .?;> 0 .... ...c::: ...... s i::: Statement 0 � "' � � s" .... ....... Q) Q) ;;,... .� 75% or more of Group rank at critical (5) I Individual s "O i::: ·a 0 .... .-;:::: 0 ::;s Q) .... 0 very important ( 4) Response Confirm Response ;::) Cf) > u Q 
1. Drivers/Personalities (97%) 4 Yes O NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
2. Television coverage (93%) 5 Yes O NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
3. Good entertainment (90%) 3 Yes O NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
4. Fans feel part of 'NASCAR' family (87%) 5 Yes O NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
5. Fan friendly (87%) 5 Yes O NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
6. Good decision making (83%) 5 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
7. Level of competition (83%) 5 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
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ell t:: = t:: ell 0 ....... 
0 0.. ....... .... 0.. s = 0 s ell 0.. ....... ....... ....... s = ....... >, .... � ell ....... - 0 ....... 0 t:: ell Cl) 0.. >, 
0 ..c:: ....... s - 12Statement � ell cil s" .... ....... ....... Cl) Cl) -�75% or more of Group rank at critical (5) I Individual s "O >, = ·s 0 .... .-<;:::: 0 
� 
Cl) .... 0 
very important (4) Response Confirm Response � r.n > u A 
8. Consistent, close, competitive racing (83%) 3 Yes O NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
9. Accessibility of drivers (83%) 5 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
10. Mainstream media acceptance (83%) 5 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
11. Mainstream marketing of sport (77%) 4 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
12. Family sport image (77%) 3 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
13. Safety (73%) 2 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
14. Product sponsorship (73%) 4 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
15. Role of sponsors (73%) 3 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
16. Modem speedways, fan amenities (70%) 5 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
17. Tracks all over the country (70%) 5 Yes O NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
18. Cost containment for teams (67%) 4 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
19. Cost containment for fans (67%) 5 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
20. Community support (60%) 1 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
21. Female audience (57%) 1 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
22. National championship (57%) 1 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 ONO 
23. Money involved (57%) 3 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
24. Uniform rules (57%) 1 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
25. France family leadership (53%) 3 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
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...... ...... c:: c:: ce ...... ce t:: c:: 
t:: ce 0 ...... 
0 0.. ...... .... s c:: 0 s ro a ...... - ...... c:: - >. .... � ce ...... 0 -...... ro - 0 .... ..c:: Q) 0.. >. ] 0 ...... s -Statement � ce -a .... - ro75% or more of Group rank at critical (5) I Q) Q) c Individual s "Cj ...... c:: ...... 0 ...... c:: Q) ...... 0 
very important (4) 
0 :::8 .... Response Confirm Response ;:J r/') > u Ci 
26. NASCAR an accepted sport (53%) 3 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
27. Institution of NASCAR (50%) 4 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
28. Nextel title sponsorship (50%) 5 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
29. Development of major souvenir trade (50%) 5 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
30. Fans identify with cars ( 47%) 3 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
31. Length of season, number of races ( 43%) 4 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
32. RJR sponsorship ( 40%) 1 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
33. Direct factory support ( 40%) 3 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
34. Tracks all over the country (40%) 4 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
35. Monopoly issues (33%) 5 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
36. Team concept (30%) 4 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
37. Decline of stick and ball sports (30%) 4 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
38. Non taxpayer support of facilities (23%) 4 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
39. Constant change of sport (17%) 5 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
40. NASCAR has a reactive nature (13%) 5 YesO NoO If No - Change my response to: 10 20 30 40 50 DNO 
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Appendix 5 Task 2 
Rating Performance in Leadership Eras 
Please rate the performance of NASCAR on the following statements for each leadership era. 
Bill France Sr. Leadership Era Bill France Jr. Leadership Era Brian France Leadership Era 
<I.) <I.) <I.) u u u 
i:: 
<I.) 
i:: 
<I.) 
i:: 
<I.) <13 <I.) u <I.) <13 <I.) u <I.) <13 <I.) u <I.) s u i:: u <I.) <I.) s u § u <I.) § u i:: u .... § <13 § u u .... § i:: u § <13 § '8 s i:: i:: cg s <13 i:: '8 s .... s .... § <13 <13 s .... § <13 .... s .... s <I.) .... '8 s s <I.) .... '8 s <I.) .... '8 .... i:i.. '8 .... '8 .... .... i:i.. '8 .... '8 .... i:i.. '8 .... '8 .... .... <I.) .... '8 '8 .... .... <I.) .... '8 .... .... <I.) .... .9 <I.) i:i.. <I.) .9 <I.) i:i.. <I.) .9 <I.) i:i.. <I.) i:i.. i:i.. .... .... i:i.. i:i.. .... i:i.. i:i.. .... "O <I.) <I.) .... "O <I.) .... "O <I.) ..:::: .... i:i.. i:i.. <I.) ..:::: .... i:i.. <I.) ..:::: .... 
0.. 00 0 0 0.. -� 0 0 0.. 00 0 0 ;:l ::E 0 0 0 0 ;:l 0 0 0 ;:l ::E 0 0 V) c., i:i.. z z V) ::r: c., i:i.. z V) c., i:i.. 
1. Drivers/Personalities 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
2. Television coverage 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
3. Good entertainment 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
4. Fans feel part of 'NASCAR' family 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
5. Fan friendly 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
6. Good decision making 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
7. Level of competition 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
8. Consistent, close, competitive racing 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
9. Accessibility of drivers 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
10. Mainstream media acceptance 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
11. Mainstream marketing of sport 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
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Bill France Sr. Leadership Era Bill France Jr. Leadership Era Brian France Leadership Era 
<I) <I) <I) 
(.) (.) (.) = 
<I) 
= 
<I) § <I) ro <I) <I) ro <I) <I) <I) <I) s (.) (.) s g (.) E (.) = (.) <I) <I) = (.) <I) = (.) ..... = (,:! § (.) g ..... (,:! = (.) = (,:! = .El (,:! § § .El (,:! § ro = <§ ro s ..... s E ro .... s E (,:! § ..... s\l) ..... .El s s <!.) .... .El s \l) .El r.'l-. .El ..... <El ..... ..... r.'l-. .El ..... .El .... r.'l-. .El .... <El..... 
l ..... .El <El ..... 
..... \l) ..... <El ..... .... <I) 0 \l) <:.> 0 <I) r.'l-. l .9 <I) ll... <I) .... ll... r.'l-. ..... ..... ·c:: ll... ..... r.'l-. r.'l-. ..... 'O <I) <I) 'O � .... 'O I ..c:: .... ll... r.'l-. <I) ..c:: ..... <I) ..c:: ..... 1:,1) 0 0 §- 1:,1) 0 0 0.. .::!) 0 0 .... 0 0 0 ;§ :E 0 � 0 ::, 0 � ::i:: c, ll... z tf.l c, z tf.l ::i:: c, 
12. Family sport image 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 JD 20 10 
13. Safety 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
14. Product sponsorship 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
15. Role of sponsors 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
16. Modern speedways, fan amenities 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
17. Tracks all over the country 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
18. Cost containment for teams 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
19. Cost containment for fans 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
20. Community support 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
21. Female audience 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
22. National championship 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
23. Money involved 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 lD 
24. Uniform rules 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
25. France family leadership 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
26. NASCAR an accepted sport 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
27. Institution of NASCAR 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
28. Nextel title sponsorship 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
29. Development of major souvenir trade 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 lD 50 40 30 2010 
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Bill France Sr. Leadership Era Bill France Jr. Leadership Era Brian France Leadership Era 
� � � u u u 
§ � i:: � § � � � c<:S � � � � 
E u u E u u E u § u � � i:: 
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0.. .!:!)
0 0 0.. bl) 0 0 0.. bl) 0 0 
;:::, 0 0 0 0 ;:::, ffi c3 0 0 ;:::, ffi 0 0 r;/) ::c: c, � z z r;/) � z r;/) c, � 
30. Fans identify with cars 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
31. Length of season, number of races 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
32. RJR sponsorship 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
33. Direct factory support 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
34. Tracks all over the country 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
35. Monopoly issues 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 2010 
36. Team concept 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
3 7. Decline of stick and ball sports 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
38. Non taxpayer support of facilities 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
39. Constant change of sport 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
40. NASCAR has a reactive nature 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 50 40 30 20 10 
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Appendix 5 Task 3 
Round 3 • Task #3 - Rewording of Statements 
Below are the 40 statements utilized in this study. If you would like to reword any statement for it to bet­
ter reflect the importance of NASCAR, please do so in the space next to each statement. 
1. Drivers/Personalities:
2. Television coverage:
3. Good entertainment:
4. Fans feel part of 'NASCAR' family:
5. Fan friendly:
6. Good decision making:
7. Level of competition:
8. Consistent, close, competitive racing:
9. Accessibility of drivers:
10. Mainstream media acceptance:
11. Mainstream marketing of sport:
12. Family sport image:
13. Safety:
14. Product sponsorship:
15. Role of sponsors:
16. Modem speedways, fan amenities:
17. Tracks all over the country:
18. Cost containment for teams:
19. Cost containment for fans:
20. Community support:
21. Female audience:
22. National championship:
23. Money involved:
24. Uniform rules:
25. France family leadership:
26. NASCAR an accepted sport:
27. Institution of NASCAR:
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28. Nextel title sponsorship:
29. Development of major souvenir trade:
30. Fans identify with cars:
31. Length of season, number of races:
32. RJR sponsorship:
33. Direct factory support:
34. Tracks all over the country:
35. Monopoly issues:
36. Team concept:
37. Decline of stick and ball sports:
38. Non taxpayer support of facilities:
39. Constant change of sport:
40. NASCAR has a reactive nature:
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Table 1 
Era Ratings 
. "' "' E! 
c,3 � 
..... 
8 p::i ..:::; p::i 
Q.) 0.. Q.) 0.. 1; .9' (.) ...... (.) ...... c:: ..c: c:: ..c: �i <I:! i!.: <I:! ,.,., 
� Q.) 
..... ii c:: Q.) 
- -g u.. "O o:s "O - o:s ...... o:s 
� ,3 � ,3 &l ,3 
Mean Mean Mean 
1. Drivers/Personalities 4.1 4.1 3.4 
2. Television coverage 2.6 3.3 4.3 
3. Good entertainment 3.8 4.0 3.4 
4. Fans feel part of 'NASCAR' family 3.8 4.0 3.2 
5. Fan friendly 4.0 4.0 3.2 
6. Good decision making 4.0 4.0 3.4 
7. Level of competition 3.7 3.8 3.3 
8. Consistent, close, competitive racing 3.4 3.6 3.0 
9. Accessibility of drivers 4.5 4.0 2.6 
10. Mainstream media acceptance 2.9 3.8 4.0 
11. Mainstream marketing of sport 2.6 3.6 4.1 
12. Family sport image 2.5 3.4 4.2 
13. Safety 2.5 3.2 3.9 
14. Product sponsorship 2.7 4.0 4.1 
15. Role of sponsors 2.7 3.9 4.1 
16. Modern speedways, fan amenities 2.9 3.7 4.0 
17. Tracks all over the country 2.6 3.5 4.3 
18. Cost containment for teams 3.2 2.9 2.5 
19. Cost containment for fans 3.2 2.7 2.2 
20. Community support 2.9 3.5 3.5 
21. Female audience 2.5 3.4 3.9 
22. National championship 3.3 3.7 4.2 
23. Money involved 2.9 3.6 3.8 
24. Uniform rules 3.0 3.4 3.4 
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25. France family leadership 4.1 4.1 3.6 
27. Institution of NASCAR 3.0 3.8 3.8 
28. Nextel title sponsorship 1.4 2.0 4.0 
29. Development of major souvenir trade 2.0 3.6 4.1 
30. Fans identify with cars 4.2 3.8 3.3 
31. Length of season, number of races 3.4 3.2 2.9 
32. RJR sponsorship 3.6 4.3 1.7 
33. Direct factory support 3.7 3.4 3.1 
34. Realignment of schedule 2.9 3.2 4:0 
35. Monopoly issues 3.1 3.3 3.5 
36. Team concept 2.9 3.4 3.7 
37. Decline of stick and ball sports 2.0 2.7 3.0 
38. Non taxpayer support of facilities 3.0 3.4 3.4 
39. Constant change of sport 2.8 3.2 3.5 
40. NASCAR has a reactive nature 2.9 3.0 3.1 
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